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REMARKS 

Applicants have amended claims 1, 9, 10, 12, 13, 24, and 26. Claims 19-23 have been 
withdrawn. New claims 28-35 have been added. Applicants submit that the claim amendments 
are supported by the specification, and no new matter has been added. 

The examiner rejected claims 1, 13, 16, 24, 26, and 27 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Clarke. 

The examiner rejected claims 2-6 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Clarke. 

Claim 1 and dependent claims 2-6 

Applicants submit that Clarke does not disclose or suggest "a bias circuit to provide a 
substantially constant voltage signal to bias at least one of the plurality of capacitors," as recited 
in amended claim 1 . Instead, Clarke discloses capacitors that are connected to ground. Thus, 
claim 1 is patentable over Clarke. 

Claims 2-6 ^e patentable for reasons similar to claim 1. 

Lidependent claim 13 and dependent claim 15 

Applicants submit that Clarke does not disclose or suggest "a real time clock to generate 
a real time clock signal having a frequency suitable for deriving a system time signal, the real 
time clock having a digitally tunable oscillator for digitally adjusting an operating frequency of 
the real time clock to speed up or slow down the system time signal," as recited in claim 13. In 
claim 13, the real time clock signal has a frequency suitable for deriving a system time signal. 

Instead, Clarke merely discloses that the frequency of the "standard clock signal" may be 
adjusted. Clarke neither discloses nor suggests a "real time clock" that generates "a real time 
clock signal having a frequency suitable for deriving a system time signal," and that the speed of 
the system time signal can be increased or decreased by adjusting the operating frequency of the 
real time clock. Thus, claim 13 is patentable over Clarke. 

Claim 15 is patentable for at least the same reasons as claim 13. 
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Claim 16 

Applicants submit that Clarke does not disclose or suggest "generating a system time 
signal using the oscillating signal," as recited in amended claim 16. Clarke discloses generating 
an oscillating signal, but does not disclose or suggest "generating a system time signal using the 
oscillating signal." Thus, claim 16 is patentable over Clarke. 

Claim 24 

Applicants submit that Clarke does not disclose or suggest "a control unit to control a real 
time clock signal having a frequency suitable for deriving a time signal representing time, the 
control unit generating a set of control signals ... to control the oscillating frequency of the real 
time clock signal to control the time signal," as recited in amended claim 24. Thus, Clarke is 
patentable over Clarke. 

Claims 7 and 8 

The examiner rejected claims 7 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Clarke 
in view-ofKuhn. Applicants-submit that the feature of 

circuit to provide a substantially constant voltage signal to bias the plurality of capacitors) is also 
not disclosed or suggested by Kuhn. Thus, claim 1, as well as claims 7 and 8, are patentable 
over Clarke and Kuhn. 

Claims 9 and 10 

The examiner rejected claims 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Clarke, Kuhn, and Horn. Applicants submit that the feature of claim 1 lacking in Clarke and 
Horn is also not disclosed or suggested by Horn. Thus, claim 1, as well as claims 9 and 10, are 
patentable over Clarke, Kuhn, and Horn. 
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Claims 1 1 and 12 

The examiner rejected claims 1 1 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Clarke in view of Leduc. Applicants submit that the feature of claim 1 lacking in Clarke is also 
not disclosed or suggested by Leduc, which merely shows capacitors connected to ground (FIG. 
la). Thus, claim 1, as well as claims 1 1 and 12, are patentable over Clarke and Leduc. 



Claims 14, 17 and 18 

The examiner rejected claims 14, 17, and 18 as unpatentable over Clarke in view of 
Theus. Applicants submit that the feature of claim 13 lacking in Clarke (e.g., a real time clock 
to generate a real time clock signal having a frequency suitable for deriving a system time signal) 
is also not disclosed or suggested by Theus, which merely shows an output signal 2a being 
adjusted to have the same oscillation frequency as a reference signal source 8 (col. 5, lines 3-17). 
Thus, claim 13, as well as claim 14, are patentable over Clarke and Theus. 

The feature in claim 16 that is lacking in Clarke (e.g., generating a system time signal 
using the oscillating signal) is also not disclosed or suggested in Theus. Thus, claim 16, as well 
as claims 17 and 18, are patentable over Clarke and Theus. 



Claim 25 

The examiner rejected claim 25 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Horn in 
view of Clarke. Applicants submit that the feature of claim 24 lacking in Clarke (e.g., a control 
unit to control a real time clock signal having a frequency suitable for deriving a time signal 
representing time, the control unit generating a set of control signals ... to control the oscillating 
frequency of the real time clock signal to control the time signal) is also not disclosed or 
suggested by Horn. Thus, claim 24, as well as claim 25, are patentable over Clarke and Horn. 



BEFORE THE OFFICE OF ENROLLMENT AND DISCIPLINE 
UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



LIMITED RECOGNITION UNDER 37 CFR § 10.9(b) 

Rex Huang is hereby given limited recognition under 37 CFR § 10.9(b) as an employee of the Fish 
& Richardson P.C. law firm to prepare and prosecute patent applications wherein the patent 
applicant is the client of the Fish & Richardson P.C. law firm, and the attorney or agent of record in 
the applications is a registered practitioner who is a member of the Fish & Richardson P.C. law firm. 
This limited recognition shall expire on the date appearing below, or when whichever of the 
following events first occurs prior to the date appearing below: (i) Rex Huang ceases to lawfully 
reside in the United States, (ii) Rex Huang's employment with the Fish & Richardson P.C. law firm 
ceases or is terminated, or (iii) Rex Huang ceases to remain or reside in the United States on.an H 1 B 
visa. 

This document constitutes proof of such recognition. The original of this document is on file in the 
Office of Enrollment and Discipline of the United States Patent and Trademark Office. 



Expires: May 16, 2004 




Director of Enrollment and Discipline 




m 
o 

rr 
2: 
o 
r- 
o 
o 
-< 

o 

m 



5o 

oo 
o 
o 



rn 



rn 

m 
o 



